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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The Amendment received August 17, 2007 has been entered and carefully considered. 
Claims 1-20 are pending in the application. 

2. The applicant's past responses/amendment have repeatedly deferred responding to the 
examiner's rejections, and such actions will unnecessarily delay the examiner's effort to a 
compact prosecution. The examiner asks to applicant for better cooperation in order to establish 
the compact prosecution. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed August 17, 2007 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

a. On page 5, Interview Summary Mailed on April 12, 2007, the examiner notes that 
the interview was conducted while the examiner was on extended medical leave and the 
examiner can only carefully review the Interview Summary of April 12, 2007. 

b. On page 5-6, the statement about the interview dates, the examiner initiated the 
interview on June 5, 2005 in response to the SPE's request (due to the extended medical 
leave), not in response to the voice mail. 

c. On pages 6-7, the applicant only summarized part of the discussions; however, the 
most important discussion was the fact that examiner have repeatedly stated to Mr. 
Randall Svihla that the importance of compact prosecution. 

• More specifically, the examiner stated to Mr. Randall Svihla that the Response to 
Non-Final Office action (7-22-05) of October 21, 2005, did not even mentioned 
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anything about "not adequately explain why claims 1-9 of the present application 
are obvious over the various claims of the patent application publications relied 
upon by the Examiner". Mr. Randall Svihla's responded that he did not handle 
the case so he doesn't know. 

• More specifically, the examiner stated to Mr. Randall Svihla that the Response to 
Non- final Office action (6-21-06) of September 20, 2006, did not even mention 
anything about "not adequately explain why claims 1-9 of the present application 
are obvious over the various claims of the patent application publications relied 
upon by the Examiner". Mr. Randall Svihla's response was that he did not handle 
the case so he doesn't know. 

• More specifically, if you carefully consider the entire history of the present 
application, the applicant clearly delayed resolving issues about the Double 
Patenting Rejection. 

• More specifically, the examiner also indicated to Mr. Randall Svihla that the 
teachings of the COPENDING PUBLICATION used in the double patenting 
rejection is owned by the same assignee and share many common assignee & 
there is no reason why, as one having ordinary skill in the art" does not 
understand the "substantially identical teachings" of the copending publications. 

• More specifically, the examiner repeatedly informed Mr. Randall Svihla that 
further delaying responding to the Double Patenting rejection will further delay 
the prosecution. 
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• Most importantly, the examiner have clearly indicated to Mr. Randal Svihla that 
the 102/103 rejection has to be overcome by clearly showing that the claims 25- 
33 of Lamkin (729) reference does not have the support in the specification. This 
is the applicant's burden to prove that the claims 25-33 of the Lamkin (729) 
reference have absolutely no support from the specification. The examiner also 
indicated that mere argument does not meet the burden of proof. 

• SUMMARY, as can be seen from the history/records of this application, the delay 
was caused by the applicant and it was intentional (i.e., the applicant failed to 
challenge the prima facie of the double patenting from the beginning- see the first 
response (10-21-2005) to the first office action mailed July 22, 2005. 

d. On pages 8-9, the applicant's argument under The Present Application should Be 

Allowed to issue as a Patent before Lamkin 729 has not support and is not even relevant 

to the present situation. 

Firstly, the present applicant is not even close to an allowance. For example, 
there are multiple double patenting rejections pending in the application and this alone prevents 
the possibility of having interference. Furthermore, the examiner try to communicate this to the 
applicant many times, but the applicant simply refuses to resolve this issue. Therefore, the 
applicant's above arguments has no relevance to the present application. 

Secondly, the examiner is confused to the fact that the applicant is trying to get an 
allowance by delaying responding to the rejection. Clearly, during the telephone interview with 
Mr. Randall Svihla, the applicant made a clear indication that the response to the double 
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patenting rejection will be delayed as much as possible. Consequently, the examiner indicated 
the fact that the case should go to the board for the resolution of the double patenting issues. 

Thirdly, to response to the applicant's request on page 8, first paragraph, after carefully 
consulting with the IPS, the IPS clearly indicated that the all pending issues (i.e., double 
patenting rejection) must be cleared before even considering the possibility of interference. In 
addition, the examiner believes that the present applicant is not the "first application" in 
accordance with MPEP 2302, it is the "second application". Furthermore, the applicant should 
carefully consider the "Practice 4" and the Lamkin reference has the "earliest effective filing 
date". 

e. On pages 9- 1 7, the applicant's argument under Claims Rejections Under 35 USC 
102 or 103 has been carefully considered. As also requested by the applicant, the 
examiner has consulted with the IPS regarding the art rejection under Lamkin 729. In 
addition, after consultation with the IPS, the art rejection based on the claims of Lamkin 
(US 2005/0278729) is proper so long as there is reasonable support for the copied claim. 
The examiner believes that there is a reasonable support for the copied claims. More 
proper and clear determination will be made as the Lamkin 729 case further prosecutes. 

f. On pages 17-18, the two respective rejections are directed to two different 
interpretations of the claims and the teachings of the double patenting rejections; 
therefore, the applicant should respond each separately. 

g. On pages 17-21, the applicant's arguments of comparison between the claimed 
recitations between the (017) publication and the present claims are not supported by the 
present claims in terms of FUNCTION of the term, and how the FUNCTION is 
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ACTUALLY UTILIZED in the context of the claim, unless applicant specifically & 
expressly define the claimed definition in the claim & specification. For example, there 
is no difference between the "content decoder" & "AV" in terms of the decoding contents 
in relation to markup document in the context of the claimed invention for reproducing 
AV data using a markup document. Therefore, they both are substantially identical with 
the difference already discussed in the rejection rational detail. 

h. On page 21, in response to the applicant's argument of " Amending the Claims or 
filing a Terminal disclaimer Would Be Premature " the examiner have communicated to 
the prior attorney that all the applicant had to do is to agree that the Terminal Disclaimer 
will be filed at the time of an allowance (i.e„ this would have saved a lot of time); 
however, the present attorney of the case ignored and still argued that it is premature to 
do so. 

i. Pages 22-25, the examiner disagrees with the applicant's arguments of Rejections 
1-7, as discussed above in detail, the applicant's interpretations of the claimed recitations 
are not clearly supported by the presently claimed invention in combination with the 
teachings of the Publication Application used in the double patenting rejection. 

For the above reasons, the examiner maintains the art rejection as follows. 

Double Patenting 

4. For the following rejections, the examiner relies on the entire claims of the following 
copending applications/publications. A specific examples/discussions of the following rejections 
are only the examples teachings of the claims. This applies to all of the following rejections. 
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5 . Claims 1 -9 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-55 of copending 
Publication No. US2003/0049017. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not 
patentably distinct from each other because the copending application also claims substantially 
(i.e., functionally and/or operationally) identical claimed subject matter as follows (as following 
chart represents substantially equivalent teachings in view of the support of the specification): 
Claims 1-9 (017) Publication 

• An apparatus for reproducing AV data 

o Claim 29, "apparatus for reproducing AV data" 

• using a markup document 

o Claim 29, "recorded. . .with a markup language document" 

• in an interactive mode, comprising: 

o Claim 29, "presentation engine" 

• a buffer which buffers the markup document 

o claims 29/30, "buffer memory storing content of the markup language. . .the 
AV data" 

• a content decoder which interprets the markup document; and 

o claim 29, "AV decoder decoding the AV data stored (content of the markup 
language document) in the memory 

• a buffer manager which manages the buffer to preload the markup document 

o claim 29, "memory storing a preload file relating a content of the markup 
language document" 

• and informs the content decoder of whether preloading of the markup document is completed 

o claim 29 "reading the preload file to be preloaded from the memory and 
. . .outputted by the AV decoder" 

• wherein limitations of claims 2-9 

o Claim 17, "navigation data on the AV data, wherein the AV data is decoded 
in a AV data stream with reli a nce h> the navigation data", "the markup 
language document data comprises a preload list file including the file to be 
preloaded, and the preload information is implemented by an API which has 
location information & a property of the file of the preload list file as a 
parameter" 

The difference between the claimed invention and the teachings of the (017) 
reference is that the (017) does not expressly disclose a specific interaction intermediate 
details between buffer manager and content decoder of the completion notification; 
however, such difference in limitation is an obvious characteristics of the (017) reference. 
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This is because the (017) reference teaches the overall substantial identical 
result/consequence of the intermediate details. As can be seen from the above teachings 
of (017) reference (claims 29 and 17), the reference clearly supports the AV decoder that 
utilizes the already stored data in the buffer/cache memory (see claims 29-30). This 
means that there is a clear functional obvious communication between the buffer/cache 
memory and the decoder. Therefore, it would have been obvious at the time the invention 
was made to one having ordinary skill in the art to come up with the claimed invention 
from the teachings of the (017), since the (017) reference teaches the substantially 
identical/equivalent teachings for performing the substantially identical results. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the 
conflicting claims have not in fact been patented. 
6. Claims 1-9 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-24 of copending 
Publication No. US2004/0 139394. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not 
patentably distinct from each other because the copending Publication also claims substantially 
(i.e., functionally and/or operationally) identical claimed subject matter as follows (as following 
chart represents substantially equivalent teachings in view of the support of the specification): 
Claims 1-9 (394^ Publication 

o An apparatus for reproducing AV data 

• Claim 1 , "apparatus for reproducing AV data" 
o using a markup document 

• Claim 1, "using a markup document" 
o in an interactive mode, comprising: 

• Claim 1, "in an interactive mode, comprising" 
o a buffer which buffers the markup document 

• claims 1 , "buffer which buffers the document 
o a content decoder which interprets the markup document; and 

• claim 1, "content decoder which interprets the markup document 
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a buffer manager which manages the buffer to preload the markup document 

• claim 1 , "buffer manager which manages the buffer to preload the markup 
document" 

and informs the content decoder of whether preloading of the markup document is completed 

• claim 2, "buffer manager informs the content decoder of the buffering state 
information " 

(claim 2) wherein the buffer manager informs the content decoder of whether the preloading of the markup 
document is completed utilizing an application program interface (API) 

• Claim 8, "buffer manager informs the content decoder of a buffering state 
information of the markup document utilizing an API" 

(claim 3) Wherein the buffer manager preloads the markup document into the buffer in response to a fetch 
signal 

• claims 4/9, "signal", "wherein preloading of the markup document succeeded" 
(claim 4) a content decoder which interprets the markup document and outputs the fetch signal, wherein the 
buffer manager informs the content decoder of whether a command to preload the markup document, included 
in the fetch signal, has been successfully received. 

• Claims 9/22, "content decoder which interprets the markup document. . . a reproduce 
signal", "the informal ion of the buffer further includes information indicating 
whether preloading of the markup document is completed" 

(claim 5) wherein the content decoder generates the fetch signal using an API 

• claims 3, 6, 7, 1 1, 14, "content decoder generates . . . signal" 

(claim 6) , wherein the buffer manager informs the content decoder of whether the command has been 
successfully received using the API. 

• Claim 8, buffer manger informs the content decoder of the markup document 
utilizing an API 

(claim 7), further comprising a content decoder which interprets the markup document, wherein the content 
decoder checks whether preloading of the markup document is completed using an API. 

• Claims 8/15/5, "content decoder generates a report signal . . .being preloaded has 
been preloaded" 

(claim 8), wherein the API is an [obj].allDone Api 

• claim 5, "the API returns a value of 0 where the preloading of the markup document 
succeeded" 

(claim 9), wherein the [obj].allDone API returns a value of true to the content decoder where the preloading of 
the markup document is completed and returns a value of false to the content decoder where the preloading of 
the markup document is not completed. 

• Claim 5, "API returns a value of 0 where the preloading of the markup 
document succeeded, returns a value of 1 where the preloading of the 
markup document failed, and returns a value of 2 where the markup 
document is still being loaded" 



The difference between the claimed invention and the teachings of the (394) 
reference is that the (394) does not expressly disclose a specific interaction intermediate 
details between buffer manager and content decoder of the completion notification; 
however, such difference in limitation is an obvious characteristics of the (394) reference. 
This is because the (394) reference teaches the overall substantially identical 
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result/consequences of the intermediate details. This means that there is a clear 
functional obvious communication between the buffer/cache memory and the decoder. 
Therefore, the above intermediate details are taught by the (394) reference, thought it is 
not expressly disclosed by the (394) reference. Therefore, it would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to one having ordinary skill in the art to come up with 
the claimed invention from the teachings of the (394), since the (394) reference teaches 
the substantially identical/equivalent teachings for performing the substantially identical 
results. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the conflicting claims 
have not in fact been patented. 

7. Claims 1-9 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 2-4, and/or 6-7 of 
copending Publication No. US2004/0139395. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, 
they are not patentably distinct from each other because the copending Publication also claims 
substantially (i.e., functionally and/or operationally) identical claimed subject matter as follows 
(as following chart represents substantially equivalent teachings in view of the support of the 
specification): 

Claims 1-9 (395) Publication 

• An apparatus for reproducing AV data 

o Claim 1, "reproduce the AV data" 

• using a markup document 

o Claim 1, "a markup document" 

• in an interactive mode, comprising: 

o Claim 1, "in an interactive mode" 

• a buffer which buffers the markup document 
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o claim 1, "buffering state information of the markup document" 
a content decoder which interprets the markup document; and 

o claim 3, feature of a utilization of "control information includes an 

[obj.]isCached (URL, resType) API that generates a report signal. . .", this is 
also supported by the specification [0015] 
a buffer manager which manages the buffer to preload the markup document 

o claim 4, "control information includes an API that returns a value of) in 
response to preloading of the markup document being successful" 
and informs the content decoder of whether preloading of the markup document is completed 

o claim 7, "the control information includes an API that is used to determine 
whether preloading of the markup document is completed" 

(claim 2) wherein the buffer manager informs the content decoder of whether the preloading of the markup 
document is completed utilizing an application program interface (API) 

o claim 7, " the control information includes an API that is used to determine 
whether preloading of the markup document is completed" 

• (claim 3) Wherein the buffer manager preloads the markup document into the buffer in response to a fetch 
signal 

o claim 5, "the control information includes an API that generates a fetch 
signal used to issue a command to preload the markup document", 
"control information which is provided to identify buffering state 
information of the markup document to be preloaded" 

• (claim 4) a content decoder which interprets the markup document and outputs the fetch signal, wherein the 
buffer manager informs the content decoder of whether a command to preload the markup document, 
included in the fetch signal, has been successfully received. 

o Claims 3 & 4, feature of a utilization of "control information includes 
an [obj.]isCached (URL, resType) API that generates a report 
signal...", this is also supported by the specification [0015] & "the 
control information includes an API that returns a value of 0 in 
response to preloading of the markup document being successful" 

• (claim 5) wherein the content decoder generates the fetch signal using an API 

o feature of claims 3 & 5, "control information includes an 

[obj.]isCached (URL, resType) API that generates a report signal...", 
this is also supported by the specification [0015] "the control 
information includes an API that generates a fetch signal" 

• (claim 6) , wherein the buffer manager informs the content decoder of whether the command has been 
successfully received using the API. 

o Feature Claims 3 & 6, feature of a utilization of "control information 
includes an [obj.]isCached (URL, resType) API that generates a report 
signal...", this is also supported by the specification [0015], "API 
returns a response indicating whether the command to preload the 
markup document has been successfully transmitted using the fetch 
signal" 

• (claim 7), further comprising a content decoder which interprets the markup document, wherein the 
content decoder checks whether preloading of the markup document is completed using an API. 

o Feature Claims 3 & 6, feature of a utilization of "control information 
includes an [obj.]isCached (URL, resType) API that generates a report 
signal...", this is also supported by the specification [0015], "API 
returns a response indicating whether the command to preload the 
markup document has been successfully transmitted using the fetch 
signal" 

• Limitations of claims 8 & 9 
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o obvious feature of "control information" that is similar to the claims 2- 
7, more specifically, it is close to [obj].isCached(URL, resTy[e) API. 

The difference between the claimed invention and the teachings of the (395) 

reference is that the (395) does not expressly disclose a specific interaction intermediate 

details between buffer manager and content decoder of the completion notification; 

however, such difference in limitation is an obvious characteristics of the (395) reference. 

This is because the (395) reference teaches the overall substantially identical 

result/consequences of the intermediate details. This means that there is a clear 

functional obvious communication between the buffer/cache memory and the decoder. 

Therefore, the above intermediate details arc taught by the (395) reference, thought it is 

not expressly disclosed by the (395) reference. Therefore, it would have been obvious at 

the time the invention was made to one having ordinary skill in the art to come up with 

the claimed invention from the teachings of the (395), since the (395) reference teaches 

the substantially identical/equivalent teachings for performing the substantially identical 

results. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the conflicting claims 
have not in fact been patented. 

8. Claims 1-9 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-24 of copending 
Publication No. US2004/0141716. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not 
patentably distinct from each other because the copending Publication also claims substantially 
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(i.e., functionally and/or operationally) identical claimed subject matter as follows (as following 
chart represents substantially equivalent teachings in view of the support of the specification): 
Claims 1-9 (716) Publication 

• An apparatus for reproducing AV data 

o Claims 1, 5, 8-1 1, "reproducing AV data" 

• using a markup document 

o Claim 1, 5, 8-1 1, "using a markup document" 

• in an interactive mode, comprising: 

o 1, 5, 8-1 1, "in an interactive mode" 

• a buffer which buffers the markup document 

o claims 10-11, "Controlling buffer manager to issue a response indicating 
whether the preloading of the markup document is completed" 

• a content decoder which interprets the markup document; and 

o claim 1 1 , "content decoder to generate an inquiry . . .whether markup 
document is completed" 

• a buffer manager which manages the buffer to preload the markup document 

o claim 1 1 , "buffer manager to issue a response . . .whet her the preloading of 
the markup document is completed" 

• and informs the content decoder of whether preloading of the markup document is completed 

o claim 1 1 , "buffer manager to issue a response . . .whet her the preloading of 
the markup document is completed. . .in response to the inquiry" from the 
content decoder. 

• (claim 2) wherein the buffer manager informs the content decoder of whether the preloading of the markup 
document is completed utilizing an application program interface (API) 

o Claim 9, "inquiring whether preloading of the markup document is 
completed using an API" 

• (claim 3) Wherein the buffer manager preloads the markup document into the buffer in response to a fetch 
signal 

o claim 9, "in response to a fetch signal, controlling a buffer manager to 
issue a response indicating whether a command to preload the markup 
document" 

• (claim 4) a content decoder which interprets the markup document and outputs the fetch signal, wherein the 
buffer manager informs the content decoder of whether a command to preload the markup document, 
included in the fetch signal, has been successfully received. 

o Claim 10, "content decoder to generate a fetch signal to preload the 
markup document" & "in response to the fetch signal, controlling a 
buffer manager to issue a response indicating whether a command to 
preload the markup document has been successfully received" 

• (claim 5) wherein the content decoder generates the fetch signal using an API 

o claims 2 & 3, 

• (claim 6) , wherein the buffer manager informs the content decoder of whether the command has been 
successfully received using the API. 

o Claims 5 & 10, "buffer manger indicate whether the preloading of the 
markup document is completed"; "preloading of the markup document 
is completed using API" 

• (claim 7), further comprising a content decoder which interprets the markup document, wherein the 
content decoder checks whether preloading of the markup document is completed using an API. 
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o Claims 5, 10- 11, "content decoder to generate an inquiry . . .whether 
markup document is completed" & buffer manger indicate whether the 
preloading of the markup document is completed"; "preloading of the 
markup document is completed using API" 

• (claim 8), wherein the API is an [obj].allDone Api 

o claim 6, "the API is an [obj ] .allDone API" 

• (claim 9), wherein the [obj].allDone API returns a value of true to the content decoder where the preloading 
of the markup document is completed and returns a value of false to the content decoder where the 
preloading of the markup document is not completed. 

o Claims 6 & 1 1 , "content decoder to generate an inquiry to 
determine whether preloading of the markup document is 
completed"; "return value of true in response to the 
preloading of the markup document being completed and a 
return value of false in response to the preloading of the 
markup document being not completed"; "inquiring 
whether preloading ...using [objj.allDonc API" 

The difference between the claimed invention and the teachings of the (716) 

reference is that the (716) does not expressly disclose a specific interaction intermediate 

details between buffer manager and content decoder of the completion notification; 

however, such difference in limitation is an obvious characteristics of the (716) reference. 

This is because the (716) reference teaches the overall substantially identical 

result/consequences of the intermediate details. This means that there is a clear 

functional obvious communication between the buffer/cache memory and the decoder. 

Therefore, the above intermediate details are taught by the (716) reference, thought it is 

not expressly disclosed by the (716) reference. Therefore, it would have been obvious at 

the time the invention was made to one having ordinary skill in the art to come up with 

the claimed invention from the teachings of the (716), since the (716) reference teaches 

the substantially identical/equivalent teachings for performing the substantially identical 



results. 
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This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the conflicting claims 
have not in fact been patented. 



9. Claims 1-9 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 



obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-20 of copending 



Publication No. US2004/0143853. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not 



patentably distinct from each other because the copending Publication also claims substantially 
(i.e., functionally and/or operationally) identical claimed subject matter as follows (as following 



chart represents substantially equivalent teachings in view of the support of the specification): 



Claims 1-9 (853) Publication 



o An apparatus for reproducing AV data 

• Claim 1 8, "reproducing AV data" 
o using a markup document 

• Claim 1 8, "using a markup document" 
o in an interactive mode, comprising: 

• Claim 8, "in an interactive mode" 
o a buffer which buffers the markup document 

• claims 1 8, "buffering the markup document" 
o a content decoder which interprets the markup document; and 

• claim 1 8, "staging the markup document for decoding" 
o a buffer manager which manages the buffer to preload the markup document 

• claim 1 8, "buffering the markup document to preload the markup document" 
o and informs the content decoder of whether preloading of the markup document is completed 

• claims 5 & 1 8, "determine whether the buffering of the markup document to preload 
the markup document succeeded" & "decoding in response to a retrieve signal" 

o (claim 2) wherein the buffer manager informs the content decoder of whether the preloading of the markup 
document is completed utilizing an application program interface (API) 

• Claims 5 & 18, , "API serves to determine whether the buffering of the markup 
document to preload the markup document succeeded" & "decoding in response to a 
retrieve signal" 

o (claim 3) Wherein the buffer manager preloads the markup document into the buffer in response to a fetch 
signal 

• claim 1 8, "buffering the markup document to preload the markup document in 
response to a fetch signal" 

o (claim 4) a content decoder which interprets the markup document and outputs the fetch signal, wherein the 
buffer manager informs the content decoder of whether a command to preload the markup document, included 
in the fetch signal, has been successfully received. 
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• Claims 18/11, "staging the markup document for decoding in response to a retrieve 
signal" & "buffering the markup document to preload the markup document in 
response to a fetch signal" & "command to preload the markup document included in 
a the fetch signal" 

o (claim 5) wherein the content decoder generates the fetch signal using an API 

• claims 14/16, "generating a fetch signal to preload the markup document", 
"generating a report signal to determine a buffering state of the markup document", 
"report signal comprises generating the report signal using an API" 

o (claim 6) , wherein the buffer manager informs the content decoder of whether the command has been 
successfully received using the API. 

• Claim 8, buffer manger informs the content decoder of the markup document 
utilizing an API 

o (claim 7), further comprising a content decoder which interprets the markup document, wherein the content 
decoder checks whether preloading of the markup document is completed using an API. 

• Claims 18/11, "staging the markup document for decoding in response to a retrieve 
signal" & "buffering the markup document to preload the markup document in 
response to a fetch signal" & "command to preload the markup document included in 
a the fetch signal" 

o (claim 8), wherein the API is an [obj].allDone Api 

• claims 5/7, "outputting of the buffering state information includes returning a value 
of 0 in response to the markup document being successfully preloaded", "API serves 
to determine whether the buffering of the markup document to preload the markup 
document succeed or failed" 

O (claim 9), wherein the [obj].allDone API returns a value of true to the conlenl decoder where the preloading of 
the markup document is completed and returns a value of false to the content decoder where the preloading of 
the markup document is not completed. 

• claims 5/7, "outputting of the buffering state information includes returning a value 
of 0 in response to the markup document being successfully preloaded, returning a 
value of 1 in response to the markup document not being successfully preloaded, and 
returning a value of 2 in response to the markup document still being preloaded", 
"API serves to determine whether the buffering of the markup document to preload 
the markup document succeed or failed" 

The difference between the claimed invention and the teachings of the (853) 

reference is that the (853) does not expressly disclose a specific interaction intermediate 
details between buffer manager and content decoder of the completion notification; 
however, such difference in limitation is an obvious characteristics of the (853) reference. 
This is because the (853) reference teaches the overall substantially identical 
result/consequences of the intermediate details. This means that there is a clear 
functional obvious communication between the buffer/cache memory and the decoder. 
Therefore, the above intermediate details are taught by the (853) reference, thought it is 
not expressly disclosed by the (853) reference. Therefore, it would have been obvious at 
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the time the invention was made to one having ordinary skill in the art to come up with 
the claimed invention from the teachings of the (853), since the (853Dd) reference 
teaches the substantially identical/equivalent teachings for performing the substantially 
identical results. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the conflicting claims 
have not in fact been patented. 



10. Claims 1-9 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-55 of copending 
Publication No. US2003/0049017. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not 
patentably distinct from each other because the copending Publication also claims substantially 
(i.e., functionally and/or operationally) identical claimed subject matter as follows (as following 
chart represents substantially equivalent teachings in view of the support of the specification): 
Claims 1-9 (017) Publication 

o An apparatus for reproducing AV data 

• Claim 29, "reproducing AV data" 
o using a markup document 

• Claim 29, "markup language document" 
o in an interactive mode, comprising: 

• Claim 29, "presentation engine" 
o a buffer which buffers the markup document 

• claim 30, "buffer memory storing the AV data" 
o a content decoder which interprets the markup document; and 

• claim 29, "Av decoder decoding the AV data stored in the memory" 
o a buffer manager which manages the buffer to preload the markup document 

• claim 29, "memory to store the preload file to be preloaded . . . .markup language 
document" 

o and informs the content decoder of whether preloading of the markup document is completed 

• claim 29, "memory storing a preload file . . . AV decoder decoding the AV 
data. . .presentation engine" 

o (claim 2) wherein the buffer manager informs the content decoder of whether the preloading of the markup 
document is completed utilizing an application program interface (API) 
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• Claims 5 & 17, , "the preload information is implemented by an API. . .which has the 
location information and property of the file to be preloaded as parameters" 

o Wherein limitations of claims 3-9 

• Claims 7, 8, 26, 29, "a presentation engine controlling the reader to read the 
preload file and the memory to store the preload file to be preloaded 
based on the preload information after interpreting the preload 
information included in the read markup language document. . . AV 
decoder", "preload information is implemented by an API", 'API is a 
JavaScript API or a Java applet API", interpreting and executing an 
API" 

The difference between the claimed invention and the teachings of the (017) 
reference is that the (017) does not expressly disclose a specific interaction intermediate 
details between buffer manager and content decoder of the completion notification; 
however, such difference in limitation is an obvious characteristics of the (017) reference. 
This is because the (017) reference teaches the overall substantially identical 
result/consequences of the intermediate details. This means that there is a clear 
functional obvious communication between the buffer/cache memory and the decoder. 
Therefore, the above intermediate details are taught by the (017) reference, thought it is 
not expressly disclosed by the (017) reference. Therefore, it would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to one having ordinary skill in the art to come up with 
the claimed invention from the teachings of the (017), since the (017) reference teaches 
the substantially identical/equivalent teachings for performing the substantially identical 
results. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the conflicting claims 
have not in fact been patented. 
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1 1 . Claim 1 is provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-18 of copending Publication No. 
US2004/0247292. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because the copending Publication also claims substantially (i.e., 
functionally and/or operationally) identical claimed subject matter as follows (as following chart 
represents substantially equivalent teachings in view of the support of the specification): 
Claim 1 (292) Publication 

o An apparatus for reproducing AV data 

• Claim 1, "reproducing AV data" 
o using a markup document 

• Claim 1, "using a markup document" 
o in an interactive mode, comprising: 

• Claim 1, "in an interactive mode" 
o a buffer which buffers the markup document 

• claim 2, "buffer memory to buffer the AV data" 
o a content decoder which interprets the markup document; and 

• claim 2, "decoder to decode bye buffered AV data" 
o a buffer manager which manages the buffer to preload the markup document 

• claim 2, "buffer memory to buffer the AV data; a decoder to decode the buffered AV 
data", "presentation engine" 

o and informs the content decoder of whether preloading of the markup document is completed 

• claim 2, "buffer memory to buffer the AV data; a decoder to decode the buffered AV 
data", "presentation engine" 

The difference between the claimed invention and the teachings of the (292) 

reference is that the (292) does not expressly disclose a specific interaction intermediate 

details between buffer manager and content decoder of the completion notification; 

however, such difference in limitation is an obvious characteristics of the (292) reference. 

This is because the (292) reference teaches the overall substantially identical 

result/consequences of the intermediate details. This means that there is a clear 

functional obvious communication between the buffer/cache memory and the decoder. 

Therefore, the above intermediate details are taught by the (292) reference, thought it is 
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not expressly disclosed by the (292) reference. Therefore, it would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to one having ordinary skill in the art to come up with 
the claimed invention from the teachings of the (292), since the (853Dd) reference 
teaches the substantially identical/equivalent teachings for performing the substantially 
identical results. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the conflicting claims 
have not in fact been patented. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

12. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

13. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being clearly anticipated by Kim et 
al. (US 2004/0184766 Al) or ICR 10-2003-0016629. 

14. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being clearly anticipated by Kim et 
al. (US 2004/0181816 Al) or KR 10-2003-0014164. 

15. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being clearly anticipated by Yoon et 
al. (US 2004/0175154 Al) or KR 10-2003-0014161. 
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The above 102(e) rejections are directed to clearly anticipated rejections and one skilled 
artisan in the art should understand the teachings of Kim and Yoon Publications. The 
applicant should carefully consider the entire teachings of the respective documents 
before responding to this office action. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

16. Claims 1-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as anticipated by or, in the alternative, 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Lamkin et al (US 2005/0278729 Al). 

j. The examiner relies on the entire teachings of Lamkin as a whole. The applicant 
should carefully consider the entire teachings of Lamkin reference. Any further 
issues/arguments/teachings regarding these present applications, the entire teachings of 
Lamkin will be relied upon & should not be considered as new ground of rejection, 
k. After carefully reviewing the teachings of claims 25-33 and the respective 
sections, the examiner strongly believes that the combinations of claims 25-33 are exactly 
and or substantially identical. In other words, the language used in the Lamkin reference 
seems to be either exactly and or substantially identical. More specifically, the teachings 
of figures 6-7 and accompanying description sections teach the claimed invention. 
1. The Lamkin reference teaches all of the limitations as follows: 

Claims 1-9 Lamkin Refernece Claims 

• Claim 1 

o Claim 25 

• Claim 2 

o Claim 26 

• Claim 3 

o Claim 27 

• Claim 4 



Application/Control 
Art Unit: 2181 



Number: 10/685,694 



Page 22 



o Claim 28 

• Claim 5 

o Claim 29 

• Claim 6 

o Claim 30 

• Claim 7 

o Claim 3 1 

• Claim 8 

o Claim 32 

• Claim 9 

o Claims 33 

Claims 1-9 Figures 6-7 of Lamkin & accompanying descriptions 

• An apparatus for reproducing AV data using a markup document in an interactive mode 

o System of figure 6-7 

• Buffer which buffers the markup document 

o (206,740) 

• A content decoder which interprets the markup document 

o (410,426,710,726,736,742,) 

• A buffer manager which manages the buffer to preload the markup document and informs the 
content decoder of whether preloading of the markup document is completed 

o (410,742) 

• limitations of dependent claims 

o See further descriptions of figures 6-7 and the accompanying 
description section. 

m. Since the Lamkin reference teaches all of the substantially/exactly identical 
teachings, the claimed invention is anticipated or obvious from he teachings of the 
Lamkin reference. In case of substantially identical situation, it would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to one having ordinary skill in the art to come up with 
the claimed invention from the teachings of Lamkin reference, since the motivation & 
basic teachings are substantially disclosed by the Lamkin reference. 
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17. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christopher B. Shin whose telephone number is 571-272-4159. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday Through Friday 6:30AM to 3:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kindred Alford can be reached on 571-272-4037037. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Christopher B Shin/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2181 

January 18,2008 
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